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Sir: 



In response to the office action mailed January 16, 2004, reconsideration is requested in 
view of the following remarks. 
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REMARKS 



Kermode does not teach the time difference between a first program and a second 
program. Nothing in column 4, lines 14-23, or Figure 2 indicates anything but the contrary. 
Thus, reconsideration of the assertion that anything therein supports determining a time 
difference between first and second programs is respectfully requested. 

The assertion that Carter discloses reducing client latencies seems to be irrelevant to the 
claimed invention. As pointed out in the previous response, Carter points out that it may take a 
long time for programs to merge. Thus, Carter teaches away from the claimed solution. In 
effect, Carter points out that piggy backing simply does not work when the time difference is too 
high unless a very powerful server is utilized. However, with the present invention, piggy 
backing may still be useful, despite Carter's concerns, by determining whether the time 
difference is reasonable enough to go ahead and attempt to sync up the two programs. Thus, 
Carter suggests that what the present invention does is not possible. Since Carter teaches away, 
the combination that relies on Carter will be necessarily insufficient. Thus, the combination of 
Kermode, which teaches nothing of relevance, and Carter, which teaches away, does not add 
anything to the asserted rejection. 

The reliance on Campanella is not understood. The cited section seems to relate to a 
radio receiver which attempts to sync up using a correlator. It has nothing to do with syncing up 
two programs and it has nothing to do with determining whether the time difference between two 
programs is below a certain level. While synchronization may be known, the fact that 
synchronization is used in radio frequency receivers seems to have nothing whatsoever to do 
with the claimed invention. 

In view of these remarks, the application is now in condition for allowance. 
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